





The effects of regulatory focus on creativity: Focusing on ought vs. ideal self-guide priming
Kazuhisa Nagaya (Department of Psychology, Kobe Gakuin University)
　Previous research on regulatory focus has shown that a promotion focus (which is elicited by an approach 
orientation) facilitates creativity more than does a prevention focus (elicited by an avoidance orientation).  In 
this study, it was examined whether this apparent superiority of promotion focus in promoting creativity is found 
when using another regulatory focus manipulation―that is, a manipulation that does not also elicit an avoidance 
orientation.  This method was termed "ought vs. ideal self-guide priming."  One hundred sixteen participants 
were asked to write down perceived duties (prevention focus) or ideals (promotion focus) to manipulate their 
regulatory focus.  Subsequently, they completed the Unusual Uses Test (speciﬁcally, providing as many creative 
uses for a brick as they could).  This test can assess various aspects of divergent thinking such as ﬂuency (total 
number of responses), average creativity (average creativity score for the responses), and the number of creative 
ideas (number of creative responses that exceed a midpoint).  Although there was no eﬀect of the regulatory 
focus manipulation on ﬂuency and average creativity, people with a promotion focus showed a higher number of 
creative ideas.  The implications of this were discussed with reference to the approach/avoidance motivation.
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創造性とは「新奇なアイデアの創出や，有効な問
題解決方策の導出」と定義され （e.g., Amabile, 1983; 





























選好 （Boldero & Higgins, 2011） や，道徳判断 （Gino & 
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れている （Liberman, Idson, Camacho, & Higgins, 1999） 






























かになった。さらに Baas, De Dreu, & Nijstad （2011） 





































されていない （Chen & Bei, 2017） 。回避動機づけを
扱った先行研究では，回避動機づけが創造性を低下
させる要因であることが明らかにされている（e.g., 


























性 35 名，女性 81 名）が実験に参加した。参加者の
平均年齢は，18.43 歳（SD = 0.90）であった。

























ユーモアに富んでいること）」であった （Friedman & 







































とが明らかにされている （Haws, Dholakia, & Bearden, 
2010） 。本研究では，促進焦点に関する 9 項目と予
防焦点に関する 9 項目をそれぞれ平均したものを促
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と判断された回答であった。このため最終的には 112






































Correlations and descriptive statistics 
**p < .01
Table 2 




Note. Values in parentheses indicate standard deviations. 
Table 3 
Hierarchical regression analysis testing the relation of regulatory focus to creative performance 
 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4
1. Prevention focus subscale 5.05 1.08 —
2. Promotion focus subscale 4.91 0.91 .10 —
3. Fluency 5.28 2.61 –.25** .03 —
4. Average creativity 1.67 0.35 .09 .10 –.05 —
5. Number of creative ideas 0.46 0.68 .03 .13 .36** .63**
Fluency Average creativity Number of creative ideas
Prevention focus 5.28 (2.60) 1.63 (0.31) 0.30 (0.50)
Promotion focus 5.36 (2.90) 1.71 (0.38) 0.63 (0.80)
Predictor b β p b β p b β p b β p b β p b β p
Intercept 5.28 < .001 5.20 <. 001 1.67 < .001 1.63 < .001 0.46 < .001 0.28 < .002
Prevention focus subscale –0.62 –.26 < .007 –0.61 –.26 < .007 0.03 .09 .363 0.03 .09 .352 0.01 .02 .850 0.01 .02 < .002
Promotion focus subscale 0.16 .06  .552 0.17 .06 .540 0.03 .09 .353 0.04 .10 .315 0.1 .13 .181 0.11 .15 .119
600. <62.53.0052.11.80.0657.30.51.0noitidnoc latnemirepxE
R 2 .07 < .024 .07 < .056 .02 .391 .03 .361 0.0 .387 .09 < .022
△R 2 600. <70.052.10.657.00.
Step 1 Step 2
Number of creative ideas
Step 1 Step 2
Fluency
Step 1 Step 2
Average creativity
Table 1
Correlations and descriptive statistics
Table 2






Correlations and descriptive statistics 
**p < .01
Table 2 




Note. Values in parentheses indicate standard deviations. 
Table 3 
Hierarchical regression analysis testing the relation of regulatory focus to creative performance 
 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4
1. Prevention focus subscale 5.05 1.08 —
2. Promotion focus subscale 4.91 0.91 .10 —
3. Fluency 5.28 2.61 –.25** .03 —
4. Average creativity 1.67 0.35 .09 .10 –.05 —
5. Number of creative ideas 0.46 0.68 .03 .13 .36** .63**
Fluency Average creativity Number of creative ideas
Prevention focus 5.28 (2.60) 1.63 (0.31) 0.30 (0.50)
Promotion focus 5.36 (2.90) 1.71 (0.38) 0.63 (0.80)
Predictor b β p b β p b β p b β p b β p b β p
Intercept 5.28 < .001 5.20 <. 001 1.67 < .001 1.63 < .001 0.46 < .001 0.28 < .002
Prevention focus subscale –0.62 –.26 < .007 –0.61 –.26 < .007 0.03 .09 .363 0.03 .09 .352 0.01 .02 .850 0.01 .02 < .002
Promotion focus subscale 0.16 .06  .552 0.17 .06 .540 0.03 .09 .353 0.04 .10 .315 0.1 .13 .181 0.11 .15 .119
600. <62.53.0052.11.80.0657.30.51.0noitidnoc latnemirepxE
R 2 .07 < .024 .07 < .056 .02 .391 .03 .361 0.02 .387 .09 < .022
△R 2 600. <70.052.10.657.00.
Step 1 Step 2
Number of creative ideas
Step 1 Step 2
Fluency
Step 1 Step 2
Average creativity
Table 3






Correlations and descriptive statistics 
**p < .01
Table 2 




Note. Values in parentheses indicate standard deviations. 
Table 3 
Hierarchical regression analysis testing the relation of regulatory focus to creative performance 
 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4
1. Prevention focus subscale 5.05 1.08 —
2. Prom tion focus subscale 4 91 0.91 .10 —
3. Fluency 5.28 2.61 –.25** .03 —
4. Average creativity 1.67 0.35 .09 .10 –.05 —
5. Number of creative ideas 0.46 0.68 .03 .13 .36** .63**
Fluency Average creat vity Number of creativ  ide s
Prevention focus 5.28 (2.60) 1.63 (0.31) 0.30 (0.50)
Promotion focus 5.36 (2.90) 1.71 (0.38) 0.63 (0.80)
Predictor b β p b p b β p b β p b β p b β p
Intercept 5.28 < .001 5.20 <. 001 1.67 < .001 1.63 < .001 0.46 < .001 0.28 < .002
Prevention focus subscale –0.62 –.26 < .007 –0.61 –.26 < .007 0.03 .09 .363 0.03 .09 .352 0.01 .02 .850 0.01 .02 < .002
Promotion focus subscale 0.16 .06  .552 0.17 .06 .540 0.03 .09 .353 0.04 .10 .315 0.1 .13 .181 0.11 .15 .119
600. <62.53.0052.11.80.0657.30.51.0noitidnoc latnemirepxE
R 2 .07 < .024 .07 < .056 .02 .391 .03 .361 0.02 .387 .09 < .022
△R 2 600. <70.052.10.657.00.
Step 1 Step 2
Number of creative ideas
Step 1 Ste
Fluency
Step 1 Step 2
Average creativity




グの効果が確認されたものの，流暢性（b = 0.15, p > 






の 1 つである UUT を用いて検討した。迷路課題によ
り制御焦点を操作した Friedman & Förster （2001） で
は，UUT における「創造性平均」と「創造的な回答数」
の両指標において，予防焦点と比較して，促進焦点
















Friedman & Förster （2001） と同様の分析法を用いて効
果量を算出し，当該研究との効果量の比較を行った。
その結果，Friedman & Förster （2001） では中程度の効
果量が示されていたが（r = .34），本研究では効果量
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